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CHAPTER-1 
INTRODUCTION 
Bibliometrics is traditionally associated with the qualitative measure of 
documentation materials and its embraces all studies which seek to 
quantify the process of written communication i.e. the application of 
mathematical method to books and other media of communication. 
Bibliometric methods are used especially in studies of properties and 
behaviour of recorded knowledge for analyzing the structures of scientific 
and research areas and for the evaluation of research activity and 
administration of scientific information. Various statistical methods are 
applied to study, for example the patterns of authorship publication and 
literature use, the relationship within scientific domain and research 
communities and to analyze the structure of specific fields. 
Bibliometrics is an application of statistical and mathematical methods to 
bibliographical studies. We may get some factual data through the 
bibliometric studies of any area of research and study, which can give an 
insight into the research and development to particular are under 
consideration. It is used to identify the pattern of public, authorship 
citation and coverage of journals papers in terms of geographical, subject, 
organization, and the other related parameters. It also helps in library 
resource management and planning strategies for documentation services 
to the user community of that particular literary discipline. 
lyitroductloi^ 
Science would not exit, if scientific results are not communicated. 
Communication is the driving force of science that is why scientists have 
to publish their research result in the open, international scientific 
literature. Thus publications are essential. They also form the basis of 
bibliometric studies of scientific development. 
Bibliometrics is simply put the study and measurement of the publication 
patterns of all forms of written communication and their authors, through 
the word is recent coinage, the practice goes back at least to the 1920s. 
The field of Bibliometrics as a whole includes today all qualitative 
aspects and models of science communication, storage, dissemination and 
retrieval of scientific information. 
Today, bibliometrics is one of the rare truly interdisciplinary research 
fields to extend to almost all scientific fields. Bibliometric methodology 
comprises components from mathematics, social sciences, and 
engineering and even life sciences. 
2. MEANING AND DEFINITION 
The word Bibliometrics is a combination of two words i.e., Biblio and 
Metrics. Biblio is derived from Latin/Greek word "Bibilion" means 
"Books" on the other hand Matrics is derived either from Latin/Greek 
word means "Metricus: (in Latin) or "Metrikos" (in Greek). The meaning 
of this word metrics is measurement. In other words metrics is the 
"Science of Meter (measurement)". The purpose of statistical 
It/itroducttoyi 
Bibliography is to shed Hght on the process of written communications 
and of the nature and course of development of a discipline by means of 
counting and analyzing the various facts of written communication. 
Bibliometrics means literary "Book measurements" but the term is used 
about all kinds of documents (with journal articles as the dominant kind 
of document) what is measured are not the physical properties of 
documents but statistical patterns in variables such as authorship, sources, 
subjects, geographical origins and citations. 
DIFINITIONS 
1. Raising (1962) 
"The assembling and interpretation of statistics relating to books and 
periodicals... use of books and journals and to ascertain many local 
situations the general use of books and journals." 
2. A. Pritchard (1968) 
"Application of mathematical methods to books and other media of 
communication". 
3. R.A. Fairthrone (1969) 
"Quantitative treatment of the properties of record discourse and 
behaviours". 
4. British Standard Institute (BSI) (1976) 
"The study of use the documents and patterns of publication in which 
mathematical and statistical methods have been applied."5 
liAtroductLot^ 
5. D.T. Hawkins (1977) 
"The qualitative analysis of the bibliographic features of a body of 
literature." 
6. W.S. Potter (1981) 
"The study and measurement of the publication pattern of all forms of 
written communication and their authorship". 
7. I.N. Sengupta 
"Organization, classification and quantitative evaluation of publication 
patterns of all macro communication along with their authorized by 
mathematical and statistical calculus". 
8. ALA Glossary of Library and Information Science (1983) 
"The use of statistical methods in the analysis of a body of literature to 
reveal the historical development of subject fields and patterns of 
authorship, publication and use. Formerly called statistical bibliography". 
3. ORIGIN AND DEVELOPMENT 
The historical review says that F.J. Cole and Nellie B. Eates presented the 
first recorded study on bibliometrics inl917 in science progress. The 
analyzed publications in comparative anatomy fi-om 1543-1860 by simply 
counting the number of titles, both books and journals articles they 
mainly studied the functions of interest and distribution of literature 
among countries. This kind of study was named as "Statistical analysis of 
literature." This is considered as second reported work on bibliometrics. 
lyi'trodu&ttoyi' 
Where Hulme analyzed the journal articles in "English International 
Catalogue of Scientific Literature" and derived the ranking of countries 
by their productivity. However, in 1927 the first recorded study of 
citation data was brought out by Gross and Gross. But finally in 1969 
Alan Pritchard is actually credited of introducing the term 
"Bibliometrics" to replace the earlier word "Statistical bibliography" used 
for the same concept. Pritchard coined this term in a paper "Statistical 
bibliography or Bibliometrics" which was published in Journal of 
Documentation (1969). In the meanwhile in 1948, S.R. Ranganathan 
introduced the term "Librametry" to study the various library operations 
by applying statistics. In 1970, Russian concept "Scientometrics" and 
FID's "Informetrics" were also applied almost for the same concept 
bibliometrics. In 1969, Vassily V. Nalimov aand Z.M. Mulchenko coned 
the Russian equivalent of the term as 'Scientometrics' (naukometriya), 
which has grown in popularity and is used to describe the study of 
science growth, structure, interrelationships and productivity. The terms 
of scientometrics gained wide recognition by the publication of the 
journal 'Scientometrics' by Tibor Braun in Hungry in 1978. 
In 1979 Nocke introduced a term 'informaterics' wich s also closely 
related to scientometrics and bibliometrics. While bibliomatrics and 
scientometrics refer to all quantitative aspects and models of printed 
media and sciences, informaterics is not limited to media or scientific 
lyLtroducthyi' 
communication. Neither is it restricted to scientific research. However, it 
is considered useable for tasks such as issues management, gathering of 
business intelligence and research evaluation. Informaterics is, does, an 
emerging subfield in information sciences, which is based on the 
combination of advances of information retrieval and quantitative study 
of information flows. 
In addition to this the introduction World Wide Web, three additional 
metric terms entered into the literature of the information science. In 
1995, Bossy introduces the term 'netometrics' to describe internet 
mediated scientific interaction. In 1977, Almind and Ingwerson suggested 
'webomatrics' for the World Wide Web, and all network, based 
communications, by informaterics methods. A similar, but not necessarily 
identical, subfield each suggested by the publication of an electronic 
journal 'cybermetrics' in 1977 in Madrid, under the editorship of the 
Isidro Aguiillo. The main interest of the journal to published articles and 
evaluation of e-joumals information techniques to cyber space 
communication in general. 
4. SCOPE OF BIBLIOMETRICS 
Nicholas and Ritche (1978) provided the scope of bibliometrics more 
clearly they divided bibliometrics studies into two broad groups: one 
describing the characteristics features of a body of literature (i.e. 
descriptive studies) and the other examine the relationship fi-om between 
tyitroductioiA. 
components of the a literature (i.e. behavioural studies). It is also mention 
that both descriptive and behavioural studies are complementary to each 
other. 
4.1 DESCRIPTIVE STUDIES 
Descriptive Studies are also known as productive counts and have 
following fields of study 
1. Bodies i.e. authors or organizations responsible for the production and 
transmission of the information. 
2. Form of transmission (i.e. journals, monographs, etc.). 
3. Medium of communication i.e. article, letter, etc. 
4. Nature of information conveyed (how much literature exists on 
various languages and subjects). 
5. Timing and frequency with which information is conveyed. 
6. Amount of information conveyed by various individuals, groups, 
organizations, countries, etc. 
7. Geographical distribution of documents. 
4.2 BEHAVIOURAL STUDIES 
Other type of studies which is commonly known as "citation studies", 
that relates to what authors cite, citation analysis reflects too major 
themes i.e. use of citation as tools for librarians to evaluates the library 
collection and services and use of citation as tools to analyze research 
fiA.tro^uctCc>i^ 
activity. However citation on analyses is concerned with the following 
phenomena-
1. Which authors are more cited? 
2. Which journals are most cited? 
3. What linkages exist between the citing and the cited works (i.e. self-
citation)? 
4. Languages of documents selected for used as citations 
5. Type of documents used for citation 
6. Subject distribution and how quickly the literature on some subject 
becomes out of date i.e. obsolescence. 
5. PURPOSE OF BIBLIOMETRICS 
'Hulme, the pioneer of the statistical bibliography, clearly stated that the 
purpose of Bibliometrics is to shed light on the processes of written 
communication and of the nature and course of development of a 
discipline (in so far as this displayed through written communication), by 
means of counting and analyzing the various facets of written 
communication. The main purposes of Bibliometric study is: 
a) To find out the major form of the literature. 
b) To prepare a ranked list of journals. 
c) To make comparison between ranked list of journals. 
d) To identify the country with greatest library output. 
e) To find out the chronological scattering of all literature. 
Introduction, 
f) To ascertain the amount of utilization of language. 
g) Quantitative analysis of science and technology performance. 
h) Quantitative analysis of the cognitive and organizational structure 
of science and technology, 
i) To know how a certain science or technology has evolved in a 
certain period of time. 
6. LAWS OF BIBLIOMETRICS 
The three fundamental laws which laid the formation of bibliometrics are: 
6.1) Lotka' s Inverse Square Law of scientific productivity. 
6.2) Bradford Law of Scattering of scientific papers; and 
6.3) Zipf s Lawof word occurance. 
6.1 LOTKA'S INVERSE SQUARE LAW OF SCIENTIFIC 
PRODUCTIVITY 
Lotka (1962) proposed his inverse Square Law correlating contributors 
of scientific papers to their number of contributions. His law provided 
fundamental theoretical base for bibliometric studies involving 
authorships. He was interested in determining "the part which men of 
different calibre contribute to the progress of science". For this ,he 
checked the decennial index of 'Chemical Abstract'1907-1916 and 
counted the number of names against which appeared 1,2,3 etc., entries. 
He tabulated the data for 6,891 names, beginning with letter 'A' and 'B' 
Similarly the data from the Auer Bach's Geschietflafe in de physic was 
ii/i,trociut>tloi^ 
also collected for the 1325 physicist. Lotka then plotted the graph on a 
logarithmic scale, the numbers of authors against the number of 
contributions made by each author and he found that in each case the 
points were closely scattered about a straight line, having a slope of 
approximately two to one .On the basis of these data, Lotka deduced a 
general equation, for the relation between the frequency 'Y' of persons 
making 'X' contributions as follows: X ny=constant and for the special 
case n=2, the constant is 0.6079. Further he summarized the results as 
follows: 
In the case examined, it is found that the number of persons making 2 
contributions is about one- fourth of those making one contribution, the 
number making 'n' contributions is about l/n2 of those making one and 
the proportion of all contributions is about 60 percent". In other words, 
for every 100 authors contributing one article, 25 will contribute two 
articles, about 11 will contribute 3 articles and 6 will contribute 4 articles 
and so on .Though the law was based on the study of chemistry and 
physics literature, but later it has generated much interest and attracted 
the attention of researchers and it has been applied and tested in many 
other fields. 
6.2 BRADFORD'S LAW OF SCATTERING 
Another pioneer of bibliometrics (Bradford, 1934) should be considered 
for his classic papers "sources of information on specific subjects", which 
10 
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is the first paper published on observations on scattering. Bradford 
examined two bibliographies prepared in the Science Library (Britain) on 
Applied Geophysics (1928-31) and Lubrication (1931-32) and he 
prepared lists of journals arranged by decreasing order of source items 
contributed by the journals to he bibliographies .He noticed that in each 
subject there was a few very productive sources, large numbers of sources 
which were moderately productive and still a large number of constantly 
diminishing productivity. 
In the list of periodicals ranked by diminishing productivity, Bradford 
identified three groups of periodicals that produced approximately the 
same number of articles on the subject, but the number of periodicals in 
these three equi productive zones increased by a constant factor. Based on 
this, he stated his law as follows: 
"if scientific periodicals are arranged in order of decreasing productivity 
of articles on a given subject that may be divided into a nucleus of 
periodicals more particularly devoted to the subject and several groups or 
zones containing the same number of articles as the nucleus when the 
number of periodicals in the nucleus and succeeding zones will be as 1: n: 
n2. Bradford also plotted graphs of the cumulative number of sources 
items R (n) versus the logarithm of the cumulative number of journals 
(logn). 
11 
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Such a graph is sometimes called as Bradford bibliograph. 
The graph begins as a rising curve API and then continues as a straight 
line. The rising part of the graph represents the nucleus of highly 
productive journals. The points PI, P2, P3 on the bibliograph are the 
boundaries of three equi-productive zones in which the same number of 
articles as the nucleus (represented by OYl=yly2=y2y3=y3y4) derived 
from an increasingly larger number of journals). 
6.3 ZIPF LAW OF WORD OCCURANCE (1933) 
This law was given by Zipfs in 1933, Zipf developed and extended an 
empirical law, as observed by Estoup governing a relationship between 
the rank of a word and the frequency of its appearance in a long text. If 
12 
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'r' is the rank of the word and ' f its frequency, then mathematically 
Zipf s law can be stated as follows: 
rf=c, where 'c'is a constant. This law states that "in a long textual matter 
if words are arranged in their decreasing order of frequency, then the rank 
of any given word of the text will be inversely proportional to the 
frequency of occurrence of the word". He found that by multiplying the 
numerical value of each rank (r) by its corresponding frequency (f) be 
obtained a product that is constant throughout its text e.g. 
Rank(r) 
1 
2 
3 
FREQUENCY(f) 
600 
301 
198 
PRODUCT(rf)=C 
600 
602 
594 
The above table shows distribution of words, almost inversely 
proportional to the frequency of occurrence of the word. 
6.4 OTHER LAWS 
The other important laws that need to be mentioned there are: 
> Prices's Square root law of Scientific productivity 
This law was given by Derek De Solla price in 1963. This law states that 
half of the scientific papers are contributed by the square root of the total 
number of scientific authors". 
13 
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> Garfield's law of concentration 
Eugene Garfield enunciated this law in 1971.This law states that a "a 
basic concentration of the journals is the common core of nucleus of all 
fields". 
> Sengupta's law of Bibliometrics 
This law has been put forward by Sengupta in 1973 which is also known 
as offsetting weight age formula for re-ranking periodicals to avoid 
discrimination against new journals which necessarily have citation 
credits. This is an extension of the Bradford Law. It states that "during 
phases of rapid growth of knowledge in a scientific discipline, articles of 
interest to that discipline appear in increasing number of periodicals 
distant from that field". Mathematically this law stands in the following 
form: 
f (X+Y)=a+b log(X+Y) Where f (X+Y)is the cumulative number of 
references as contained in the first (X+Y) most productive journals, X 
indicates number of journals in the same discipline and Y stands for 
number of journals of unrelated disciplines (Y>X)and ' a' and 'b' are 
two constant. 
7. APPLICATION OF BIBLIOMETRICS 
The technique of Bibliometrics have extensive application s equally in 
sociological studies of science ,information management, librarianship, 
history of science including science policy ,study of science and scientists 
14 
li/itroductLoi^ 
and also in different branches of social science. Some of the areas where 
Bibliometrics techniques can be used are: 
• Quantify research and growth of different areas of Knowledge. 
• Estimate comprehensive of secondary periodicals; 
• To identify authorship and its trends in documents on various subjects. 
• To measure the usefulness of ad-hoc and retrospective SDI services. 
• To forecast past, present and future publishing trends. 
• To develop experimental models correlating existing ones. 
• To identify core periodicals in different disciplines. 
• To formulate an accurate need- based acquisition policy within the 
limited budgetary provision. 
• To adopt an accurate weeding and stacking policy. 
• To initiate effective multi-level network system. 
• To study obsolescence and dispersion of scientific literature 
(clustering and coupling of scientific papers). 
• To predict productivity of publishers, individual authors, 
organizations, country of that of an entire discipline. 
• To design automatic language processing for auto indexing, and 
abstracting and auto- classification; and. 
• To development norms and standardization. 
15 
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• Design experimental models correlating or by passing the existing 
models. 
8. BIBLIOMETRIC TECHNIQUES 
i. Citation Analysis 
A scientific paper does not stand alone but it is not embedded in the 
literature of the subject. The nature of this embedding is specified by the 
use of foot notes and/or reference lists the fact that a document is 
mentioned in a reference list indicate that in the authors mind. There is a 
relationship between a part of the whole of the cited document and a part 
or the whole of cited document. Citation analysis is that area of 
bibliometrics which deals with the study of these relationships. The basic 
tool of kind of study is a citation index, which is an ordered list of cited 
document. There are mainly three application areas in citation analysis. 
• Qualitative and quantitative evaluation of scientist, publications and 
scientific institutions; 
• Modelling of the historical development of science and technology; 
• Information search and retrieval 
ii. Publication Counts 
The simplest technique of bibliometrics is counting the total number of 
publication of a scientist or a group of them having publication, while the 
publication count gives a quantitative measure of the total volume of 
research output, the qualitative aspect of the publication work remains to 
16 
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be assessed. The publication count, however, has its other Hmits also. The 
multiple authors, which have shown sharp, increase during past few 
decades owing to prevalence of collaborative research, poses problem in 
the process of publication counts. 
iii. Direct Citation 
The direct citation count is the easiest technique to determine the number 
of citations received by a given document or set of documents over a 
period of time from a particular set of citing documents, where from 
citation data for analysis was taken. The use of citation counts to rank 
journals was a technique used in the early 19 century but the 
measurement of these links to rank authors and paper was pioneered by 
Garfield at the Institution for Scientific Institution. 
IV. Bibliographic Coupling 
Bibliographic Coupling links two papers that cite the same articles, show 
that if paper A and B both cite paper C, they may be said to be related, 
even though they don't directly cite each other. The more papers they 
both cite, the stranger their relationship is the term of bibliographic 
coupling was introduce by M.M. Kessler of the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology. 
V. Co-Citation Coupling 
Co-Citation is a method used to establish a subject similarity between two 
documents. If paper A and B both cited by paper C, they may be said to 
17 
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be related to one another, even though they don't directly cite and other if 
paper A and B are both cited by many other papers. They have a strange 
relationship. The more papers they are cited by the stranger their 
relationship is. 
Two documents are said to be co-cited when they both appear in the 
reference list of a third document. The co-citation frequency is defined as 
the with which two document are cited together. 
9. BIBLIOMETRIC DATABASE 
There are few database providers that extract from the contents which 
they index the cited references from which to build a citation index. The 
institute of scientific information, now Thomson scientific was arguably 
the first to build citation indexes in systematic way; and is certainly the 
best known. Recently, how ever a number of other providers have entered 
this market and also provide the services. SCOPUS, a multidisciplinary 
database was launched by Reed Elsvier in 2004 with citation indexing. 
Likewise, CSA lUumina has added this feature to same of its databases 
and Google has added Google Scholar to its family of free services as a 
database of scholary sources, which includes citation indexing. There are 
a number of other database providers, publishers and aggregators that 
after citation indexing but these are generally conform to a single or 
subject branch of a particular discipline or only draw citations from 
18 
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records contend in their own collection of journal titles which they own a 
or aggregate. 
Thus currently only CSA Illumina, Google Scholar, SCOPUS, and Web 
of Science include reasonable coverage of the Social Sciences and offer 
citation indexing. 
Web of Knowledge 
The first, and earliest, known today by the name of the Web of 
Knowledge (WOK), was as 1955, in Science, Social Science, Art and 
humanities, Dr Eugene Garfield made a new proposal for scientific 
communication. Thomson Reuters Web of Knowledge is a research 
platform that gives you access to objective content and powerful tools to 
search, track, measure and collaborate , in Science, Social Science, Art 
and humanities. This intelligent research platform provides access to the 
world's leading Citation database, including powerful cited reference 
searching, the analyze tool, and over 100 years of comprehensive back 
file and Citation data. It is an online academic citation index. It is 
designed for providing access to multiple databases, cross disciplinary 
research, in depth exploration of specialized subfields with in academic 
or scientific discipline. 
19 
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CHAPTER-2 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
Study of related literature implies locating, acting and evaluating report 
of research as well as report of casual observation and opinion that are 
related to the individuals planed research projects. 
In any worthwhile study in a field of research, the researcher must have 
an adequate knowledge with the work that has already been done in the 
area of their research. Research worker must have up to date information 
about what has been thought and done in the area of their research. 
The review literature should provide the reader with an explanation of the 
theoretical rational of the problem being studied as well as what research 
has already been done and how the finding related to the problem at hand. 
In brief this chapter presents an overall review of studies conducted 
abroad as well as in India in a chorological order regarding the topic. 
Investigator reviewed only those studies which are similar to the present 
study or indirectly related to the present study. 
Thirumagal (2012)' studied scientific publication generated by the 
Manonmaniam Sundaranar university. The data was collected fi-om Web 
of Science database. This study was confined to a period of 1992-2011. 
The objective was to observed research productivity of this university in 
various practices and finds the authorship productivity. The study of this 
article focused on publishing trend; impact factor; authorship pattern; 
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type of article; institutional collaboration of author and certain 
contributing author added to that. This study examined the preference 
based research output of the university on its published. 
Sanni and Zainab (2008)^ analyzed 580 articles (original articles only) 
published in Medical Journal of Malaysia between 2004 and 2008, the 
resources referenced by the articles and the citations and impact received. 
The aim was to examine article and author productivity, the age of 
references used and impact of the journal. Publication data was obtained 
from MyAIS database and Google Scholar provided the citation data. 
From the 580 articles analyzed, contributors mainly come from the 
hospitals, universities and clinics. Contributions from foreign authors are 
low. The useful lives of references cited were between 3 to 11 years. ISI 
derived Impact factor for MJM ranged between 0.378- 0.616. It used 
Bradford Low's and Lotka's Low to identified core journals. Journal self-
citation is low. Out of the 580 sampled articles, 76.8% have been cited at 
least once over the 5 years and the ratio of total publications. Result 
observed over 100 articles each year between "2004-2008", with an 
average of 16 articles per year. All this 550sampled articles applied a 
total number of 6958 reference. The average number of articles was 
approximately. 
Shabahat Hussain and Muzamil Mushtaq (2011)^ examined the 
growth and development of research contribution of the Indian Central 
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Universities in the field of Science and Technology in terms of 
publication output as indexed by SCOPUS database. The aim of this 
study was to highlight the research productivity of the Indian Central 
Universities, yearly grow1:h and development of the documents, subject 
mapping, identifying the medium of communication, finding the most 
used format, high impact journal titles and most prolific authors in the 
fields in term of document count, Indian Central Universities have 
produced a total of 19,260 documents during the last five years. Delhi 
University produced highest number of publication with 6422 while 
Maulana Azad National Urdu University produced least number of 
publications with 2. BHU; AMU, HU and JNU have wide variety and 
highest output. 
Gupta and Bala (2011)'^  analyzed the research activities of India in 
Medicine during 1999 -2008, based on the total publication output, its 
growth rate, quality of papers published and rank of India in the global 
content. This study also evaluated the research performance of different 
types of Indian Medical Colleges, Universities, Hospitals, and Research 
institutions. The data has been retrieved by using SCOPUS database. On 
the basis of this study India held 12* rank among the productive countries 
in Medicine. Research consisting of 66,745 papers had a global 
publications share of 1.59 percent and register a growth rate of 76.68 
percent for the papers published during 1999-2003 to2004-2008. 
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Bid and Verma (2011)^discussed publication output as useful in 
understanding the research pattern at various levels. This study was based 
on India's contributions as indexed in Web of Science (WOS) database, 
during 1998-2009 was highest in multidisciplinary material science 
(6.33%), Chemistry (5.58%), Electrical and Electronic Engineering 
(5.52%), Physical Chemistry (4.51%), Organic Chemistry (4.47%), 
Biochemistry and Molecular Biology (3.79%) and so on. 
Abrizah and Wee (2011)^ studied the productivity of computer science 
scholars and their institutions in Malaysia. The objective of this study was 
to find out the Malaysia's prolific authors/researchers in the field of 
Computer Science for the period of 2000-20 lO.The data was collected 
from Thomson's Web of Science database. The results based on 903 
records and author analyzed the 1662 Malaysia's computer science 
researchers' total of 74.8 percent of the Malaysia's computer science 
paper indexed in the form of journal article.209 article (23.1%) were 
published with current impact factor. 
Erfanmanish, Didegah and Omidvar . (2010)^ examined the World 
scientific productivity of LIS researcher, their visibility and impact of 
their publication. This study was based on survey research method and 
WOS database was used to gather the information.99789 records were 
found for this search during 1998-2007. The most number of documents 
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were published in 2000 (10.72%). More that 60 percent of Library and 
Information Science publication and about 40 percent of all citation to 
Library and Information Science were made by US researchers. Scientist 
institute in Philadelphia was the most productive institutions in LIS. 
Author analyzed that during last 3 years the numbers of LIS publication 
decreased as the number of citations received by each LIS publication 
was 0.27 an average. 
o 
Prabhu, Srivasaragavan, Daniel and Krunamorrathy (2010) 
addressed the publication pattern of Indian researcher in the field of 
Social Science and Humanities. The aim of this study was to analyze the 
publication output as reflected in Web of Science database for the study 
during 2000-2009.The main objective of the study was to present the 
growth of literature and make the quantitative assessment of status of 
Social Science research in India by analyzing the various features. 
Chandarashekhera and Ramesh (2009)^ discussed the doctoral 
research in India. This study provided the information that 125 
universities offered PhD programs in Library and Information Science in 
India. The objective was to know the growth of the research productivity 
in India and to identifying the most predominant subject areas in the field 
of LIS research. The data was collected from two authoritative sources 
included data published in the Universities News and second was from 
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the Vidhyanidhi. This study analyzed that 802 PhD Theses were 
produced in the Library Science subject. Large number of PhD Theses 
was produced in the field of Bibliometrics /Sientometrics/Infomatrics, 
Library Management, Universities Libraries, Information Seeking 
Behavior and Library and Information Science. 
Davarpanah (2009)*° examined the publication output and citation 
impact in the social science an Malaysia, based on Social Science 
Citation Index(SSCI) data, for the period 1999-2008. This was an attempt 
to explore the strength and weakness of different fields using a new 
mathematical index, the Scientific Power Index (PI). The findings 
indicated that publication output in the social Science has increased in 
1999.Intemationally co-authored publication represented 77 percent of all 
citations. Most prolific author was from the highly productive 
institutions. Psychology, Economics, Management and Environmental 
Studies were the dominant fields in Malaysian Social Sciences. 
Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS), Leiden 
university, Netherland (2009) studied 30 Scientific subfields under 
UNL publication productivity. Its main objectives were to asses the 
impact of UNL publications in journals indexed to Web of Science 
database, using internationally recognized methods that allow the 
calculation of a wide range of bibliometric indicators. The main results 
were as: Between 2000-2003 and 2003-2006 the number of UNL 
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publications in journals indexed in Web of Science increased 37% and 
the number of citations increased 54%, the field normalized citation 
impact, increased from 0.82% in 2000-2003 and to 0.87% in 2003-2006, 
13% below international level. The percentage of publications in 
international collaboration is 50%, 32%, 32% results from national 
collaborations (0.72), where only 18% of production corresponds to "No 
collaboration", The study analyzed the 30 scientific subfields in which 
UNL has the largest publication output. 
Anuradha and Ramya (2008)*^ addressed author productivity, 
discipline-wise and institution-wise, and national and international 
collaboration. The data was retrieved from Web of Science database. 
Indian Institute of Science (IISC) publications from 1996-2006 were 
considered. The main objective of this study was to analyze the growth 
and pattern of different types of scientific collaboration in an academic 
and research institution taking Indian Institute of Science (IISC) as a case 
study. The result was indicated that the major Indian collaborators were 
Government research institutions and deemed universities which were 
collaborating with IISC where as the universities and colleges and other 
organizations have a very low share. It was observed that Physics was the 
discipline at both national and international level where highest number 
of scientific publications was published every year. 
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1 -5 
Mukherjee (2008) analyzed scholarly literature mainly on AMU, 
BHU, DU and JNU. The data has presented in this study was accessed 
from Web of Science. Publications from each university were listed in the 
Science Citation Index, Social Science Citation Index and Arts and 
Humanities Index (2001 to2007).The purpose of this pilot study was to 
explore the main Scientific output in order to measure the extent of 
scientific development in India. The results showed that among the four 
universities contributed the largest number of articles as compared to 
other 3 universities. There was also an increasing trend of collaboration 
research among Indian authors. Biochemistry and Molecular biology was 
one of the most prolific research areas in these four Indian universities. 
Gupta and Dhawan (2008)'"^ discussed India's status in S&T research 
by analyzing its published research output as reported in journals, in 
particular, it seeks to understand its growth and decline in S&T research, 
its world share, its strong and weak subject areas in research, media of 
communication, its collaborative profile and quality of S&T output, 
institutional productivity and quality, and dynamics of Indian research at 
institutional and sect oral level. The data was collected from Web of 
Science and SCOPUS database. Result indicated that India achieved 5.96 
percent average growth in S&T publications during 1996-2005. As seen 
from Web of Science, it was 2.51% during last 18 years (1985-2002), 
5.96% last ten years (1996-2005) and 10.5% in the recent five years 
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(2000-2005). Compared to other developing countries, India's world 
share in S&T was still very low. 
Surwase, Kedamani and Vijay Kumar (2008)^^ studied detailed 
analysis of Neutron Scattering research in India during 1991-2001. The 
main objective was to present the country-wise distribution of Neutron 
Scattering research. The data was obtained from SCOPUS database. 
Result showed that USA was the top most producing country with 16,519 
publications produced per year were 113. The highest number of 
publication 284 was produced in 2006. India had the highest number of 
collaborating publications with USA. The most productive institutions 
were Bhabha Atomic Research Centre; Mumbai with 
4250publication.The leading journal was Physical Review with 129 
publications. 
Harinarayan, Mahadevaswamy and Raju (2008)^^ examined Indian 
author's contribution in foreign journal in Library and Information 
Science during 1970-2005. The data was collected from 18 foreign 
journals. The objective was to identify and compile a list of Indian 
contributing to International periodicals in Library and Information 
Science; and to analyze the data to find the trends of Indian productivity 
in International periodicals. The result showed that 18 international 
journals of Library and Information Science published during the span of 
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36 years (1970-2005), around 17743 articles were published by 23942 
authors which includes joint, corporate authorship but Indian contribution 
to 493(2.054) authors had contributed more than 20 articles. 
Sevukan and Sharma (2008)'^ studied research output in the field of 
Biotechnology in some Indian Central Universities. The period fi-om 
1997-2006. The data was retrieved fi-om two sources namely, National 
Centre for Biotechnology Information (NCBI), Pub Med and ISI Web of 
Science database -Science Citation Index Expended (SCIE). MS-Excel 
spread sheet and MS-Word were used to analyze the final data collected 
in order to generate the table, chart, graphs etc. The result indicated that 
the growth of the literature in biotechnology has steadily increased from 
15 articles in 1997 to 43 articles in 2006, two authored publication 
predominate amongst the pattern of authorship, applicability of Lotka's 
Law is validated from the values n=212 ,C=0.669 and D=0.027 obtained 
using least square method. However, the application of Bradford's Law 
does not fit to the literature analyzed. 
Wani and Gul (2008)'^ examined the growth in the scholarly literature 
and the data was collected from SCOPUS database. The objective were to 
determine the source type of publications, determine publications with up 
to date coverage and continental output and trace subject development 
and monitored active and inactive publications. Results contained 25,482 
publications and analyzed research productivity in different regions of the 
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world. Europe leads the world in scientific publications. Journals were 
the largest part of the published literature and the Physical Science was 
the dominant disciplines. 
Centre for Science and Technology Studies (CWTS), Leiden 
University, Netherland (2008)'^ examined quantitative analysis of 
Scientific articles published in journals and serials processed for the Web 
of Science database. The objective was to provide insight in important 
aspects of publication output and international Citation impact of the 
Lund University, Sweden. The data provided by the Lund University and 
the structure of the organization enable us to conduct through 
bibliometric analysis to measure the activity and performance of the Lund 
University at different levels. On the basis of this study the level of this 
university was above world average throughout the entire period (2002-
2007). 
Kumbar and Raju (2008)^° studied research productivity of Library and 
Information Science in India, during 195 7 -2006. The data was collected 
from two sources, one from University News and Second from 
Vidyanidhi Indian Theses Database. Resuh showed that there was no 
Ph.D degree awarded between 1958-1962. As many as 590 PhDs thesis 
were produced so far and the quantum of the research output compared to 
any other third world countries holds good. India has a long tradition of 
libraries and had contributed to the development of basic concepts in the 
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discipline such as fundamental principles of Library Services and 
knowledge organization tools 
Sevukan, Nagarajna and Sharma (2007)^' examined Plant Sciences 
literature analyzed by year, document type, authorship pattern at 
different level viz International , National and Local .Law of Bradford 
and Lotka have also been tested. The data for the present study were 
retrieved from I SI Web of Science database science Citation Index 
Expended (SCIE) for a period of 10 year from 1997 to 2006 , this search 
strategy used for collecting the data for 11 universities. Result of the 
study reveals that i) the plant science literature has grown steadily 
during the study period except for 1997 and 2002 ii) articles are 
predominant source of publication: iii) the plant sciences research in the 
central universities of India was fairly collaborative and iv ) the 
productivity of author fits Lotka's distribution while scattering of journal 
articles does not fit into Bradford' distribution. 
Usang, Basil, Udida and Franca (2007)^^ addressed academic research 
productivity. Three null hypotheses were produced to guide the study. 
The size comprised of 480 academic staff drawn from a population of 
3120. The data was carried out using a researcher constructed instrument 
called Academic Staff Research productivity Inventory (A.S.R.P.I). The 
data obtained were treated statistically using independent T-test and 
contingency Chi-square test (X^) analysis. The objective was to obtain 
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Academic Staff Research productivity. The result indicated that male and 
female academic staff differed significantly in their research productivity, 
married and single academic staff differed significantly in their research 
productivity were there was a significant influence of areas of 
specialization on academic research staff research productivity. 
Dastidar(2007)^^ studied Journal publication on Antarctic Science for a 
period of 25 years through a set of Scientometric and network analysis 
techniques. The data for this study drown from Thomson Scientific 
Science Citation Index, a database available on a series of annual CD-
ROMs. The result indicated 10,942 records (research article, review 
articles, letters, etc). The top highest output were the USA (26.7%), UK 
(13.8%), Australia (9.7%), Germany (8.8%) and Italy (6.0%). The output 
of Journal publication rose from 165 in 1980 to 552 in 2004, and was 
highest in 2002. 
Jacobs and Pichappan (2006)^ "* examined the Scientific productivity and 
Scientific collaborations in South Africa. The study shared 5 most 
productive South African institutions covering the 10 year period of 
1995-2004. The main objective was to explore the main scientific output 
and investigated the growth and development in South Africa. The data 
obtained from scientific article published in journals processed the online, 
CD-ROM and Web version of Scientific Citation Index. The result 
showed that there were a total of 19399 articles from 7 fields of study 
35 
Rsvtew of "Rslated Literature 
among 5 institutions. South African authors collaborate more frequently 
with international (73.99%) than did so with national (26.01%). The 
international collaboration was highest with USA 45%. 
Rajendiram (2006) studied research productivity of Raja Ramanna 
Centre. The purpose and the objectives of the study was to compile a list 
of all papers by RRC AT authors and quantitatively count and analyze the 
year wise distribution ,and growth trends, document type, subject wise 
distribution references appended and length of papers. ISI Web of 
Science was used as main source for this study. The result indicated that, 
the average growth rate over the period of time was 3,93 papers per year 
.Majority of RRCAT authored papers (97.3%) are published as research 
papers in international journals and 15.17% of them were in Indian 
journals. Multiauthored papers are predominant (90.9%).An average of 
20.66 references was appended per paper. The review article had more 
references. 
Garg, Dutt and Suresh Kumar (2006)^^ examined the impact of the 
research output of the prolific institutions using different impact 
indicators. The data was downloaded using SCI-CD-ROM while the data 
for 1987 study was processed manually. The objective of this study was 
to identify most prolific institutions and to study their activity and profile 
in different disciplines. The publication data used in the study included 
the name of the Journals with their country of origin, impact factor of the 
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journals as recorded in Journal Citation Reports for the year 1997. Result 
indicates major contributions came from 29 institutions which contributed 
about 45% of the total Indian Scientific output. 57% output was 
concentrated in Physical Sciences, Chemical and Medical Sciences. 
Indian Scientists widely publish their findings in journals published from 
the scientifically advanced countries of the West. 
Budd (2006)^^ studied faculty publishing productivity covering the year 
1991 to 1993 and 1995 , 1997 to the period of 2002- 2004. It used as data 
sources the Science Citation Index, the Social Science Citation Index and 
the Arts and Humanities Citation Index. The second study also used the 
Citation Index and added institutions included in Association of College 
and Research Libraries (ACRL) data report. Web of Science was the 
source of publicafion data for this investigation (2002- 2004). In these 
studies only article were counted. Result indicated that ARL institutions 
in the two previous studies, the mean publication per institutions were 
4,598.8 and 5,493.5 respectively. For the 2002-2004 periods, the mean 
number of publication per institution was 6,078. The range was 776 to 
23,728. The mean for total publication per university in 1991- 1993 was 
874.0 for 1995- 1997. The mean was 1,074.9 for the period 2002- 2004. 
The mean was 1,158.8. The range was 122 to 4,889. 
Mahapatra and Jena (2006)^^ examined the growth of scientific 
research literature in Orissa studied through a bibliometric analysis. The 
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prime objective was to determine the trend of growth of research 
references on CD, Medline database, and Guide to Indian periodical 
Literature. Result reflects the growth of scientific research papers 
published from 1995- 2004. It was also found that research on 
Agriculture Science was more compared to other subject. It was 
interesting to note that nearly 31% of the scientific literature was 
published in non scientific journal. 
Montoya, Cortes, Pulgar, Santa and AnegGn(2006)^^ addressed world 
dental research production. The objective was to obtain geographical 
world map of scientific production in dentistry by analyzing published 
papers. Article and reviews in the dentistry, oral surgery and Medicine 
category published from 1999 to 2003 were accessed through the ISI 
Web of Science database, using the Science Citation Index Expanded 
(SCIE). The USA, UK, Japan and Scandinavian were found to be most 
productive countries. The result analyzed that 41 countries published 
more than 20 articles during 5 years period. 19,248 documents were 
included in the final study. Publication fi-om Scandinavian countries were 
also of high quality as measured by impact factor and Citation Rate, 
while the UK had one of the highest productivity rates (number of 
documents per researcher). 
Kedemani (2005)^° studied author contribution of the division or 
department as well as the contribution of all the individual scientists 
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engaged in research activity. The main objective was to find pubhcation 
productivity and behavior of scientists of Chemistry Division at Bhabha 
Atomic Research Centre (BARC). In this study the division had produced 
1733 publications during 1987- 1998 in diverse areas of research such as 
Radiation and Photochemistry (649), solid state studies (558), Inorganic, 
Structure & Material chemistry (460) and Theoretical Chemistry (66). 
Highest numbers of publications (104) were produced in 1996. 
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CHAPTER-3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
This chapter deals with the methodology used in the study and has been 
discussed under the following headings 
- Selection of the problem 
- Scope of the study 
- Need and purpose of the study 
- Objectives of the study 
- Methodology 
- Limitations of the study' 
Selection of the Problem 
The problem selected for the present study entitled "Research Productivity 
of Library and Information Science in Indian Organizations (2002 -
2011)". The problem deals with the overall productivity in the field of 
Library and Information science using Web of Knowledge (WOK) 
database. 
Scope of the Study 
The topic of the present study is "Research Productivity of Library and 
Information Science Research Productivity in Indian Organizations (2002 -
2011)". The main aim of the study is to find out the research productivity 
among hundred organizations arranged by Web of Knowledge database, 
articles. 
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Need and Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study is to find the research productivity of Indian 
organizations in Library and Information Science as represented by Web of 
Knowledge database. 
Objective of the Study 
The objectives of the present study are discussed below 
1- To determine the most productive organization. 
2- To find out the most productive year. 
3- To find out the most prolific author. 
4- To find out the most productive Journal. 
5- To find out the most collaborative organizations. 
6- To determine the most collaborative author organization. 
7- To find out the most productive year among the Collaborating 
organizations. 
8- To determine the highly preferred LIS journals of the collaborative 
organizations. 
Methodology 
The present study has been conducted with the aim of tracing the growth in 
the research productivity of Library and information science during 2002 to 
2011. The data for the study has been gathered from Web of Knowledge 
database. It is a very comprehensive database covering most of subjects of 
Social Science. 
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From the database, the literature in the field of Library and Information 
Science was searched during the period of 2002 to 2011 produced by Top 
100 organizations in India. The search term "India" was used in the 
"Address" search option and all the Literature of the social Science was 
retrieved. The whole search results was refined by Library and Information 
science and the results obtain were considered for the final analysis of the 
study. The data was analyzed on the basis of various objectives formulated 
for the study and using the "Analyses result" option in the database. In the 
analyses results, the desired elements like prolific authors, source titles, 
affiliated organizations, years etc were analyzed and the data obtained 
were downloaded and exported into excel work sheets. In excel work 
sheets; the final analysis of the study was performed like sorting, collation, 
emulation, addition, refinement. 
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS AND INTERPRETATION 
A total of 2,747 publications are included in this study out of which 189 
have come from 24 Indian organizations while 2,558 have come from 13 
collaborative organizations under the study during 2002 to 2011. The 
results are on the basis of the analysis and interpretation of the data 
collect from Web of Science database. The tables have been created by 
using Microsoft Excel Software. The data were analyzed under the 
following headings. 
5.1 Organization-Wise Distribution of Publications 
Table I depicts the organization-wise distribution of Indian research 
productivity of 23 Indian organizations in the field of Library and 
Information Science. Authors from these Indian organizations have 
contributed as many as 189 publications during 2002 to 2011. It is 
observed that the output of 23 organizations is very low during the period 
of 2002 to 2011. Of the total 189 publications, the highest number of 
publications were contributed by authors from Institute of Science and 
Technology (46) and National Institute of Science and Technology and 
Development Studies (28), while lowest number of publications were 
contributed by author from Indian Institute of Management Bangalore 
(1), Indira Gandhi Institute of Development Research (1), National 
Institute of Science & Technology and Development Studies (1) and RBI 
(1). The number of publications in the case of Institute of Science and 
Technology is very higher than that of other organizations. 
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5.2 Year-Wise Distribution of Publications 
Table 2 shows the year- wise distribution of total research output of 24 
organizations in the field of Library and Information Science. The data in 
this table depicts the total growth often years publication, during 2002 to 
2011. The total number of publication for this study is 188 in Library and 
Information Science. 
This table indicates that 2009 is the most productive year with 32 
publications, followed by 2008 with 23 publications, 2003 contain 20 
publication, 2011 and 2007 both same have same publications (19), 
followed by 2002 with 18 publications. 2010 contains 17 publications, 
2004 and 2005 also have same publications 14 publications, while 2006 
have the least publication (13). 
This table depicts that 2009 has highest publications in the field of 
Library and Information Science is very high while 2006 has the lowest 
the publications. In this table the publication of Library and Information 
Science has grown randomly. 
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5.3 Author-wise distribution 
Table 3 indicates the arrangement of most prolific author of each 
organization in the field of Library and Information Science. 
The data present in this table shows that authors of Institute of 
Technology (15) and National Institute of Science and Technology of 
Development (15) Studies both have highest publications (15).Babu, BR 
(1), Arunachalam, S (1), Betne, R (1), Basavaraj, KP (1), Goyal, A (1) 
and Chakraborthy, PK (1), are those authors whose contribution are 
lowest in the field of Library and Information Science. 
The data of this table shows that there are very few authors whose 
contributions are above 10. This table indicates that 24 authors have 
contributed in the field of Library and Information Science and the 
publications of library and Information science contributed by Indian 
organizations is very low. The contribution of most of the authors In 
Library and Information Science is only one. This tables indicates that 
contributions by author is very low in Indian organizations 
is^ W^f 
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5.4 Form of publications 
Library and Information Science material in India has been published in 
different forms of publications. The majority of the publications have 
been published in journals. Table presents the Source wise distribution in 
the field of Library and Information Science according to type of 
publications. It shows that, out of the 189 published papers,(129, 
66.667%) were periodical articles, followed by Proceeding papers (40, 
21.164%), Book Reviews (17, 8.994%) letter(4, 2.116%) Overall, article 
is the most popular form of publication. It is observed that the highest 
number of publication the author from these organizations were involved 
enough in various meaningful research activities to be able to disseminate 
their research findings through scholarly journals 
Table-4 Source-wise distribution of LIS during 2002-2011 
S.NO 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
TOTAL 
FORM 
Article 
Proceeding Paper 
Book Review 
Letter 
Editorial Material 
Reviews 
PUBLICATIONS 
126 
40 
17 
4 
1 
1 
189 
%AGE 
66.667% 
21.164% 
8.994% 
2.116% 
0.529% 
0.529% 
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5.5 Prolific Authors 
Table -4 include the list of the top six prolific authors, arranging in order 
of decreasing research productivity. This table shows that Garg, KC of 
National Institute of Science and Technology Development Studies is the 
top most productive author of Library and Information Science, while 
Madhusudhan of Delhi University and Mehra, A of Indian School of 
Business both are least productive authors in the field of Library and 
Information Science. 
TabIe-5 Most Prolific Authors 
S.NO 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
ORGANIZATION 
NATL INST SCI TECHNOL DEV 
STUDIES 
INST SCI & TECHNOL 
GURU NANAK DEV UNIV 
INDIRA GANDHI NATL OPEN 
UNIV 
DELHI UNIV 
INDIAN SCH BUSINESS 
AUTHORS 
GARG, KC 
GARG, KC 
SATIJA, MP 
JEEVAN,VKJ 
MADHUSUDHAN.M 
MEHRA, A 
PUBLICATION 
15 
15 
9 
4 
4 
4 
%AGE 
936% 
936% 
4.761% 
2.11% 
2.11% 
2.11% 
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5.6 Distribution to Periodicals 
Table 6 includes the list of the top five periodicals that published most of 
the articles contributed by the authors of different organizations. The 
periodicals are arranged in decreasing order by the number of articles 
published. The table shows that "scientometrics" is one of the most 
preferred journals of India in the Library and Information Science (97, 
51.595%), followed by "Electronic Library" (35, 18.617%). "Journal of 
the American society for Information Science and Technology published 
12 articles in the field of Library and Information Science. 
Table-6. Top Periodicals to which authors contributed Articles 
S.No 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
Periodical 
Scientometrics 
Electronic Library 
Program Electronic Library and 
Information systems 
Knowledge Organization 
Journal of the American Society 
for Information Science and 
Technology 
Total 
No. of Articles 
97 
35 
29 
15 
13 
189 
%age 
1.595% 
18.617% 
15.425% 
7.978% 
6.382% 
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5.7 Collaborative Organizations 
Table 7 includes the list of those organizations whose authors collaborate 
on articles with the authors of Indian organizations under study. Cornell 
University (292) is the most collaborative organizations among other and 
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5.8 Productive year 
Table 8 includes the year-wise distribution of collaborative organizations 
in the field of Library and Information Science. This table shows that 
2011 is the most productive year with 300 articles published in the field 
of Library and Information Science, followed by 2007 with 275 articles. 
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5.9 Collaborative Author 
Table 3 indicates the arrangement of most prolific collaborative author of 
each organization in the field of Library and Information Science. The 
data present in this table shows that authors of Indiana university, 
Gillespie, T(175, 19.500%) has highest publications, followed by 
Laguardia, C (134, 13.254) of Harvard university and Harrington, C and 
Horn, ME are the least prolific collaborative authors. 
Table-9 Collaborative Author-wise distributions of publication of 
LIS during 2002-2011 
S.No 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 
8. 
9.. 
10. 
11. 
12. 
13. 
Organization 
CORNELL UNIV 
HARVARD UNIV 
INDIANA UNIV 
JOHNS HOPKINS UNIV 
NATL UNIV SINGAPORE 
POPULAT COUNCIL 
SUNY SYSTEM 
UNIV ALBERTA 
UNIV CONNECTICUT 
UNIV MANNISOTA 
UNIV MARYLAND 
UNIV PENN 
UNIV ASHINGTON 
Prolific Author 
MURATORI, F 
LAGUARDIA,C 
GILLESPIE, T 
SINN,RN 
TEO, TSH 
BARRINGTON, C 
HORN, ME 
JULIEN, H 
RAJ AN, TV 
BAPNA, R 
JAEGER, PT 
AZZOLINA, D 
SZATMARY, D 
Publication 
129 
134 
175 
8 
25 
1 
1 
28 
14 
3 
39 
42 
91 
%age 
32.080% 
13.254% 
19.500% 
7% 
13.966% 
25m^% 
100.00% 
13.861% 
11.382% 
33.333% 
8.263% 
14.238% 
14.065% 
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5.10 Prolific Collaborative authors 
Table 9 shows the list of five most collaborative authors in the field of 
Library and Information Science. The table indicates that Gillespie, T 
(175, 19.500%) of Indiana university is the most prolific collaborative 
author, followed by Laguardia, C (134, 13.254%) of Harvard university. 
Azzolina, D (42, 14,238) is the least productive collaborative of Library 
and Information Science. 
Table-10 Top Five Collaborative Authors 
S.No 
L 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
Organization 
INDIANA UNIV 
HARVARD UNIV 
CORNELL UNIV 
UNIV WASHINGTON 
UNIV PENN 
Authors 
GILLESPIE, T 
LAGUARDIA, C 
MURATORI, F 
SZATMARY, D 
AZZOLINA, D 
Publication 
175 
134 
129 
91 
42 
%age 
6.84% 
5.238% 
5.043% 
3.254% 
1.641% 
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5.11 Distribution to Periodicals 
Table 6 includes the list of the periodicals of each organization that 
published most of the articles contributed by the collaborative authors of 
different organizations. The periodicals are arranged in decreasing order 
by the number of articles published. The table shows that "library 
Journal" is one of the most preferred journals (1211) and Journal of 
"Health Communication" (3) is the least productive journal. 
Table -11 Top periodicals of collaborative author 
S.No 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
Organization 
CORNELL UNIV 
HARVARD UNIV 
INDIANA UNIV 
JOHNS HOPKINS 
UNIV 
NATL UNIV 
SINGAPORE 
POPULAT 
COUNCIL 
SUNY SYSTEM 
UNIV ALBERTA 
Periodical 
Library Journal 
Library Journal 
Library Journal 
Journal of the American Medical 
Informatics Association 
Journal of the American 
Society for Information Science 
& Technology 
Journal of Health 
Communication 
Library Resources Technical 
Services 
Canadian Journal of Inf & Lib Sc 
No of 
articles 
242 
526 
268 
21 
19 
3 
1 
%age 
60.0525% 
52.234% 
29.778% 
20.000% 
10.556% 
75.000% 
100% 
69 
J^ata AnaLijsLs a^i it^ierpr^attoyi 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
UNIV 
CONNECTICUT 
UNIV 
MANNISOTA 
UNIV 
MARYLAND 
UNIV PENN 
UNIV 
WASHINGTON 
Revue Canadieime Des SCS Del 
Inf Etde Bibliotheconomics 
Information System Research 
Information System Research 
Library Quarterly 
Library Journal 
Library Journal 
44 
18 
18 
38 
10 
165 
21.782% 
14.634% 
14.634% 
8.051% 
33.444% 
25.50% 
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CHAPTER-5 
FINDINGS AND CONCLUSION 
1. Research productivity of Indian organizations under this study in 
Library and Information Science is very low during 2002 to 20n . 
2. 2009 (32) is the most productive year of this study and 2006 (13) is 
the least productive year in Library and Information Science. 
3. Institute of Science and Technology (46) is the most productive 
organization. 
4. Garg, KG (15,27.778%) is the most prolific author of this study. 
5. Article is the most popular form of publication (166, 66.667 %) 
among the authors of organizations under study followed by 
conference papers (40,21.164 %), and Book Review (17, 8.994 %). 
6. Scientometrics (97, 51.595%) is the most productive journal of this 
study. 
7. Harvard University is the most productive collaborative university of 
Library and Information Science (637, 24%) followed by Indiana 
university (506, 19.781%). 
8. Gillespie, T (175, 19.500%) of Indiana University is the most 
prolific collaborative author, followed by Laguardia, C (137, 
13.254%) in the field of Library and Information Science. 
9. Library journal (1211) is most preferred journal of collaborative 
organization. 
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CONCLUSION 
This study gives the quantitative analysis of publication output of Indian 
organization, during 2002-2011. This study is based on India's 
contribution as indexed in Web of Knowledge (WOK) database. Top 
hundred organizations have been used for this study. The findings 
indicate that publishing output in the field of Library and Information 
Science is very low. All the objectives of this study have fiilfilled with the 
help of Web of Knowledge (WOK) database. The study concludes that 
Web of Knowledge database provides the all the information which is 
very helpful for our study, this database provides relevant information in 
very easy format. 
This study indicates that the research productivity of Library and 
Information Science in India covered in Web of Knowledge is very low, 
while the collaborative organizations have high productivity in the field 
of Library and Information Science. 
FUTURE RESEARCH 
1- Further study can also be conducted to find out the research 
productivity on different subjects. 
2- Similar type of study may be conducted for the other country to know 
research productivity. 
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3- A study may also be conducted among some prominent state 
universities to compare their research output. 
4- A comparative study could be conducted among all other 
organizations. 
5- Study may also be conducted with the help of other database. 
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